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Executive Summary
Wisconsin coastal communities have a network of plans, including comprehensive plans and
hazard mitigation plans, that address future community development and land use. These plans
are increasingly addressing coastal hazards. Wisconsin coastal communities’ comprehensive
plans adequately address the protection of environmentally sensitive areas that often include
features and processes important to coastal resources’ health but fall short in the inclusion of
actions and strategies to guide future coastal resource protection. Wisconsin coastal
communities’ hazard mitigation plans do an excellent job addressing coastal hazards and
including strategies to mitigate these hazards. Both of these types of plans in Wisconsin lack the
integration of policies between the various plans. Plan analysis, with tools like the Plan
Integration for Resilience Scorecard, can help identify and address these inconsistencies.
The Plan Integration for Resilience Scorecard is a plan analysis tool used in coastal regions
worldwide to spatialize plan policies and identify where plan policies lack integration, and
increase community vulnerability to coastal hazards. The City of Green Bay is used as the case
study to evaluate the Plan Integration for Resilience Scorecard’s effectiveness in Great Lakes
communities.
The results of applying the Plan Integration for Resilience Scorecard show that three of the four
plans analyzed decrease community vulnerability to coastal hazards. The City of Green Bay
Comprehensive Plan (2003) had the highest overall score, with scores of +84 for the 100-year
floodplain and +52 for the 500-year floodplain. The Brown County Lower Fox River and Green
Bay Shoreline Waterfront Redevelopment Plan (2011) was the only plan that had a negative
score, with a total score of -6 for the 100-year floodplain.
The use of an overlay of the composite scores with social vulnerability and physical vulnerability indicators allowed for greater analysis of the impact the policies in the network of plans have
on community vulnerability. Results from the City of Green Bay indicate that the city’s districts
with the largest floodplain area also have the highest proportion of vulnerable populations and
lower than median property values. These results suggest that these districts are the most
vulnerable and will be the most disproportionately affected if a hazard occurs in the community.
The Plan Integration for Resilience Scorecard can be an effective tool for Great Lakes
communities to conduct plan analysis. The tool is simple to use, highly visual and can identify
“low-hanging” fruit policies that practitioners can easily change to decrease community
vulnerability. Great Lakes communities should use the scorecard as a part of the planning process
to increase resilience and decrease community vulnerability to coastal hazards.
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Introduction
Wisconsin coastal communities have a network of plans, including comprehensive plans and
hazard mitigation plans, that address future community development and land use. A growing
number of coastal communities address coastal hazards in their network of plans. This report
begins with background and discussion of themes from an updated review and inventory of these
plans. The report then uses a Plan Integration for Resilience Scorecard to evaluate the tool’s
effectiveness in analyzing how policies included in the network of plans affect the Great Lakes
community’s vulnerability. The City of Green Bay is the case study for applying the Plan
Integration for Resilience Scorecard.

Coastal Plan Inventory Update
Brad Sippel, Anne Pearce, Brian Ohm, and David Hart conducted the original inventory of
coastal plans in 2015. This report included observations from the review of 49 comprehensive
plans and 18 hazard mitigation plans of coastal cities, villages, counties, and regional planning
commissions in Wisconsin. The report also included detailed observations of select plans
identified as best practices of the plans reviewed. A new review report includes observations
from 20 comprehensive plans and 16 hazard mitigation plans since the previous review in 2015.
Appendix A contains a table of the comprehensive plans and hazard mitigations plans analyzed
in this new review.
The updated plan inventory identified several trends in addressing coastal resilience topics in
comprehensive plans and hazard mitigation plans of Wisconsin coastal communities. Results
from the update indicate that there are positive trends and some areas of concern.
The first positive trend indicates a growing number of communities including coastal resilience
topics in their comprehensive plans. Six communities that updated their plans since the original
review in 2015 incorporated coastal resilience topics into their comprehensive plans for the first
time. A second positive trend in the comprehensive plans analyzed is identification of strategies
that are already in place to increase a community’s resilience to coastal hazards. Strategies
identified by coastal communities include protecting environmentally sensitive areas (ESA) and
stormwater runoff management. Wis. Stat. § 121.05(1)(g)2c (2011) defines ESAs as areas that
include coastal resilience features such as areas of steep slope, bluffs, floodplains, lakes, rivers,
shorelands, streams, and wetlands. Topics related to stormwater runoff erosion and pollution
encouraged the planting of native vegetation along steep slopes, bluffs, and shorelines for slope
stabilization and erosion protection.
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The application of setbacks and protections for ESAs and the use of natural bioengineering for
stormwater management indicates that communities are utilizing more diverse approaches to
flood management than just “grey” infrastructure approaches (Association of State Floodplain
Managers, 2007).
The comprehensive plans could benefit from further attention in including implementation
strategies to increase coastal resilience. Including implementation strategies for increasing
coastal resilience is identified as an area of concern because comprehensive plans are a policy
document that guides future development for a community. Comprehensive plans should include
actions and strategies in the comprehensive plan that reduce and avoid risks associated with
natural hazards (Schwab, 2010). There was also a lack of integration of hazard mitigation
throughout the various sections of the comprehensive plans reviewed. Coastal hazards were often
addressed in Natural Resource and Parks and Recreation Chapters but rarely identified as a risk
in chapters focused on development in the community. Limiting coastal resilience to a single
chapter of the plan is contrary to best practices that recommend linking hazard mitigation into
several comprehensive plan elements, including land use, transportation, housing, and economic
development (Schwab, 2010).
In the hazard mitigation plans of coastal communities reviewed in the update, a positive trend
includes a more detailed analysis of the processes, causes, and effects of coastal hazards on the
community compared to comprehensive plans. Hazard mitigation plans identified shoreline
erosion, coastal flooding, and bluff recession as hazards that increase community vulnerability.
Hazard mitigation plans since 2015 had more actionable implementation strategies and specific
projects outlined to increase coastal resilience. Strategies identified in hazard mitigation plans
included acquiring properties within flood-prone areas and conversion to open space. There was
also an emphasis on planting natural vegetation and using bioengineering for erosion control and
stabilization of bluffs and shorelines. The conversion of flood-prone areas in riverine and
shoreline areas to open space and the use of natural vegetation to reduce erosion and slow
stormwater runoff are considered best practices by FEMA (FEMA, 2013).
A topic explored both in comprehensive plans and hazard mitigation plans in the original review
and update is how a community integrates comprehensive plan policies and hazard mitigation
policies (Sippel et al., 2015). When regional plan commissions or county planning departments
conducted the plans, there was a greater analysis of coastal hazards and more coordinated
policies across the plans.
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In some situations where a local jurisdiction conducted the comprehensive plan and a county
emergency management department conducted the hazard mitigation plan, the separation of the
planning process tended to result in less analysis of coastal hazards and considerable
divergence policies. This trend has been identified on a national and even international scale and
can increase vulnerability when local and regional plans don’t equally address hazard mitigation
elements (Berke et al., 2015).
Due to the identified inconsistent application of hazard mitigation elements across community
plans in Wisconsin coastal communities, in-depth plan analysis can help identify where these
inconsistencies exist and their impact on vulnerability. The Plan Integration for Resilience
Scorecard is used in this report to provide this analysis and explore its applicability for Great
Lakes community resilience.

Plan Integration for Resilience Scorecard
As previously identified in the review and inventory of comprehensive plans and hazard
mitigation plans in Wisconsin coastal communities, natural hazard planning is often
conducted separately from other local plans that encompass a community’s network of plans.
County emergency management departments or planning departments typically conduct hazard
mitigation planning. Due to the separation of hazard mitigation plans from other local
community plans (comprehensive plan, neighborhood plans, parks, and open space plans), there
frequently exists a dissociation of policy objectives within the network of plans. This
dissociation can lead to an increased vulnerability to natural hazards for a community. The Plan
Integration for Resilience Scorecard is a tool that has been used in coastal communities across
the world to assess the consistency of the network of plans in planning for areas that are
vulnerable to natural hazards.
The City of Green Bay is the case study for using the Plan Integration for Resilience Scorecard to
analyze the integration of plans and the effect the network of plans has on a community’s coastal
hazard vulnerability.

Background: City of Green Bay
The City of Green Bay is a city of 105,000 people, located in Brown County in eastern
Wisconsin. The City lies at the mouth of the Fox River on the southern end of the Green Bay of
Lake Michigan. The City of Green Bay is low-lying and flat, surrounded by higher relief areas,
with the Niagara Escarpment to the east of the City (Stone & Johnson, 2016).

7

The location and geography of the City make Green Bay particularly vulnerable to coastal
flooding. One significant cause of flooding hazard in Green Bay is storm surge. Storm surge is
caused by high winds, specifically from the northeast, which move water down the bay, resulting
in short-term increases in water levels at the bay’s southern end (Stone & Johnson, 2016).
Combined with the low-elevation and flat topography of the City, storm surge can cause significant inland flooding. Heavy precipitation that accompanies the high winds and years of high lake
levels can exacerbate the City’s levels of flooding (Stone & Johnson, 2016).
Storm surge, heavy precipitation, and high lake levels also result in increased water levels of the
river system of Green Bay, which includes the Fox River, East River, and Baird Creek (Stone &
Johnson, 2016). The high riverine water levels amplify the flooding hazard for low-lying areas
further inland and adjacent to the river system. Figure 1 depicts the flooding hazard (100-year
and 500-year floodplains) for the City of Green Bay.
The vulnerability to coastal flooding of the City of Green Bay and the potential damage and
economic loss that this vulnerability has historically had, and will continue to have, makes the
City an interesting case study for the Plan Integration for Resilience Scorecard.

Figure 1. Map of the City of Green Bay. Includes the 100-year and 500-year floodplains, and
hydrographical features such as the Green Bay, Fox River, East River, and Baird Creek that are mentioned
in this report.
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Methods
The PIRS methodology includes analyzing community plans that affect the community’s
vulnerability to coastal hazards. The plans analyzed in the case study include the City of Green
Bay Comprehensive Plan; the Brown County Hazard Mitigation Plan; the City of Green Bay
Park, Recreation and Open Space Plan; and the Brown County Lower Fox River and Green Bay
Shoreline Waterfront Redevelopment Plan.
Delineated planning districts from the 2003 City of Green Bay Comprehensive Plan were
spatially joined with the 100-year and 500-year floodplains from the National Flood Insurance
Program (NFIP) Flood Maps to create hazard zones. The creation of hazard zones allows for
policies to be spatially mapped, analyzed for the hazard zone each policy impacted, and
attribution of policy scores to each hazard zone.
Analysis of policies included three criteria: potential to affect vulnerability, the inclusion of a
place-specific mappable term, and a land-use policy tool to achieve the policy (Malecha et al.,
2019). Scoring for policies in the floodplains was done based on the effect they have on
vulnerability. A score of +1 indicates a policy that would reduce vulnerability to coastal hazards,
a score of 0 indicates a policy that would not affect vulnerability, and a score of -1 indicates a
policy that would increase vulnerability to coastal hazards (Malecha et al., 2019). Policies that
contained each of the three criteria listed were scored and mapped using the place-specific term
and overlayed with the hazard zones. Figure 2 shows the overlay process for producing the
policy score maps for each plan.
The composite policy score from the four plans was then overlayed with physical vulnerability
and social vulnerability data. This overlay allowed for analysis of the impact the policy scores
have on physical and social vulnerability. Data used for the physical vulnerability analysis is the
assessed improved parcel value from the Brown County Assessor. The critical facilities data is
from the Brown County Land Information Office. The social vulnerability flag data is prepared
for the Social Vulnerability Index by the Center for Disease Control using American Community
Survey 5-year (2014-2018) data.
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Planning Districts
Comprehensive Plan
(2003)

Hazard Zones
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500-year Floodplains

Mappable Areas
Environmentally
Sensitive Areas

Score

Figure 2. Overlaying planning districts with hazard zones and other mappable areas to formulate scores for each
plan.
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Scorecard Results
Overall composite policy scores for the City of Green Bay network of plans indicate
increased resilience and decreased community vulnerability to coastal hazards. As shown
in Figure 3, all districts had a positive composite policy score, with Districts 4 and 5
having the highest scores.Three of the four plans analyzed had overall positive policy
scores, meaning that more policies within the plans decreased a community’s vulnerability
to coastal hazards.

Figure 3. Map of the composite scores for each of the hazard zones from the four plans analyzed.

The City of Green Bay Comprehensive Plan (2003) had the highest policy score, +84 for the
100-year floodplain and +52 for the 500-year floodplain. The high policy scores for the
Comprehensive Plan result from the Natural Resources and Park, Open Space, and Recreation
chapters. These chapters included several policies that recommended setbacks and buffers from
shorelines within the City of Green Bay and the acquisition of flood-prone properties along the
East River and Baird Creek. The policies related to the acquisition of flood-prone properties and
conversion to open space along the East River and Baird Creek are the reason Districts 4 and 5
have the highest policies scores for the Comprehensive Plan, as shown in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Map of the City of Green Bay Comprehensive Plan (2003) policy scores for each of the hazard
zones.

The Brown County Planning Commission All-Hazards Mitigation Plan (2020) only had policies
that decreased coastal hazards vulnerability. These policies primarily identified specific projects
in the hazard zones that the City of Green Bay will implement. As shown in Figure 5, Districts 4
and 5 received the highest scores due to the number of policies that identified stormwater
management, shore/riverine stabilization, and acquisition of flood-prone properties along the
East River and Baird Creek.
The City of Green Bay Park, Recreation, and Open Space Plan (2020) mirrored the Hazard
Mitigation Plan, with only policies that decreased vulnerability to coastal hazards. The Park,
Open Space, and Recreation Plan policies were centered mainly on wetland restoration at Bay
Beach and policies recommending the acquisition of flood-prone properties along the East River.
These policies led to District 4 having the highest policy score rating, as shown in Figure 6.
While these three plans had more policies that decreased vulnerability, not all the plans’ policies
reduced vulnerability. For example, the City of Green Bay Comprehensive Plan had several
permitted land use and density of land use policies that increased vulnerability to hazards due to
the resulting increase in development and population that these policies would create.
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Figure 5. Map of the Brown County All-Hazard Mitigation Plan (2020) policy scores for each of the hazard
zones.

Figure 6. Map of the City of Green Bay Park, Recreation and Open Space Plan (2020) policy scores for
each of the hazard zones.
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Policies that increase development and density are not inherently wrong but aid in increased
community vulnerability due to the location of the development and density within the hazard
zone, without identifying adaptation measures to be taken in the event of a coastal hazard.
The City can alter these policies to specify that if permitted land use or increase in density occurs
in an area with a floodplain, the development should only be allowed outside of the floodplain.
The Brown County Lower Fox River and Green Bay Shoreline Waterfront Development Plan
(2011) was the only plan to have a District with a final score that increased coastal hazards
vulnerability. This increase in coastal hazard is illustrated in Figure 7, with negative scores for
District 3. District 3 had several policies that expanded the permitted land use and increased
industrial sites’ density in the Bayfront industrial zone.

Figure 7. Map of the Brown County Lower Fox River and Green Bay Shoreline Waterfront Redevelopment
Plan (2011) policy scores for each of the hazard zones

The results of the social vulnerability analysis shown in Figure 8 identify the number of social
vulnerability flags for each district in the City of Green Bay. Districts 4 and 5 have the highest
social vulnerability index flags count in the City, with 18 and 19 flags, respectively. The high SVI
flag count in these two districts indicated that they have the highest portion of the City’s
vulnerable populations.
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Figure 8. Map of the Social Vulnerability Index Flags for each planning district in the City of
Green Bay.

The Dowtown District of the City of Green Bay has the highest property value per square foot,
with a value of $21.38/sq ft. With the highest property values per square foot in the City, the
downtown district would have the highest total economic loss if a hazard were to occur. The
median property value per square foot of both Districts Four and Five is below the city
median of $12.79/sq.ft. The lower median property value per square foot in Districts Four and
Five shown in Figure 9 indicates that if a hazard were to occur in District Four and Five hazard
areas, there would be less economic value lost than other districts in the City.
The overlay of the policy scorecard composite scores with physical vulnerability and social
vulnerability data allows for greater analysis of vulnerable populations and infrastructure.
Figure 10 depicts the overlay of the two vulnerability types with the composite policy score.
As shown in the overlay Districts 4 and 5 in the City of Green Bay (areas to the east of the Fox
River) have the largest portion of 100-year and 500-year floodplains in the City. These districts
also have the highest social vulnerability flags, as well as below median property values per
square foot. A hazard in these two districts would have a disproportionate effect on the City’s
most vulnerable populations.
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Figure 9. Map of the physical vulnerability ($/sq ft,) and critical facilities for each planning
district in the City of Green Bay.

When the composite policy scores are taken into account, the City actively addresses
vulnerability in Districts 4 and 5. Both districts have the highest composite policy scores of the
City. The high composite policy scores indicate that although the districts have the highest
portion of vulnerable populations, the City and county are implementing policies in their network
of plans to reduce the vulnerability in the districts.

Discussion
The Plan Integration for Resilience Scorecard can be an effective policy tool to analyze the
effects of a network of plans on a community’s vulnerability. In the case study of Green Bay, the
Scorecard was an effective tool for comparing policies across the City’s network of plans. The
policy selection and scoring criteria laid out in the guidebook provide a concise and
straightforward way for practitioners to determine the policies to be included in the Scorecard.
A drawback to the criteria’ precise nature is the introduction of a degree of subjectivity on the
practitioner’s part. Two different practitioners could use the Scorecard for the same network of
plans and yield different results. However, this should not detract from the use of the Scorecard.
The Scorecard is a starting point in coordinating policies within the network of plans.
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Figure 10. Overlaying the physical vulnerability map, which includes property values per square foot and the
location of critical facilities, with the social vulnerability index map, which includes the count of social
vulnerability index flags, with the composite score of the four plans analyzed for the City of Green Bay.
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The Scorecard provides a base understanding of the relationship between policies in the network
of plans, allowing for a greater knowledge base to assist in planning processes and policymaking
(Malecha et al., 2019).
A visually effective aspect of the Scorecard is the spatial analysis of the policies in the network
of plans. Utilizing place-specific terms in the policies enables the policy to be visually presented
on a map, adding a spatial aspect. In the case study, the addition of a spatial element to the City
of Green Bay policies allowed for a greater understanding of the policies that impact community
vulnerability. When mapped and overlayed with the current and future hazard zones, policies that
did not initially suggest a location within a hazard zone were located within the hazard zone and
affected community vulnerability.
The Scorecard allows the practitioner to identify how plans and policies work together and if
there is a disconnect between the policies in the network of plans. In the case study, the scores of
three of the four plans analyzed were significantly positive (ranging from +10 to +84). The significant positive scores indicate that each of the three plan’s policies decreases the community’s
vulnerability to coastal hazards and that the plans are also well integrated, as there are not
conflicting scores. The fourth plan reviewed in this analysis, the Lower Fox River and Green Bay
Shoreline Waterfront Development Plan, illustrates the opposite. The Lower Fox River and
Green Bay Shoreline Waterfront Development Plan returned a negative composite score for the
100-year floodplain. Compared to the three positive score plans, the contrast of a negative score
plan signals a lack of integration between the Waterfront Development Plan and the other three
plans analyzed.
The pattern of integration between the plans is also well illustrated through the inventory of
policies within each plan in the Scorecard. In the case study, there were policies in one plan
identical to policies in another plan. For example, the City of Green Bay Comprehensive Plan
contains the policy:
“The City will gradually acquire properties along portions of the East River as needed to
complete the East River Greenway described in the Park, Greenway and Parkway Plan.”
The Brown County All-Hazards Mitigation Plan (2020) drafted by the Brown County Planning
Department contains an identical policy:
“Acquisition of hazard-properties along the East River and conversion to open space.”
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While the Scorecard does not provide a specific score metric for the integration between each
plan, the comparison of plan scores for vulnerability and the comparison between policies in the
scorecard inventory allows the practitioner to identify where plans are well integrated where they
are not.
As identified in the plan review, in communities where the planning process for various plans is
separate between county emergency management departments and local planning departments,
coastal resilience tends to be addressed in less detail and is more fragmented. Local or regional
planning bodies can use the Scorecard in the planning process for updates to plans. For
example, if a county emergency management department is drafting a new hazard mitigation
plan, the Scorecard can be used to identify how well integrated the previous plan was with local
plans within the community and how well integrated a draft plan will be with the local plans if
adopted.
The Scorecard also allows for identifying easily adjustable policies that could quickly decrease a
plan’s impact on community vulnerability. For example, in the City of Green Bay
Comprehensive Plan, several policies identified increased density and mixed-use development
within the floodplains along the banks of the Fox River.
“The City of Green Bay will continue to financially assist the private revitalization of the
Downtown (including both the west and east banks of the Fox River), recognizing its importance
to the Green Bay and the region. Increase the amount of office space, the number of housing
units, and the number of full-service restaurants. Locate regionally-significant or
regionally-unique facilities in there. Emphasize density, diversity, walk-ability, and beauty.”
This policy scored a -1 on the Scorecard because it increases vulnerability by increasing
population density in a hazard zone. The City can easily alter the policy to decrease vulnerability.
For example, the City can modify the policy to read:
“The City of Green Bay will continue to financially assist the private revitalization of the
Downtown (including both the west and east banks of the Fox River), recognizing its importance
to the Green Bay and the region. Increase the amount of office space, the number of housing
units, and the number of full-service restaurants. Locate regionally-significant or
regionally-unique facilities there. Emphasize density, diversity, walk-ability, and beauty. Any
building development should not be located within the 100-year or 500-year floodplain.”
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Altering the above policy to include avoiding development within the floodplains decreases
the community’s vulnerability by limiting development within floodplains. The City can easily
change several policies within the City of Green Bay’s network of plans to include hazard
mitigation strategies.
As identified in the plan review, addressing hazard mitigation throughout all sections of each
plan relating to land use and development increases community resilience (Schwab, 2010). The
PIRS could be used to identify policies related to land use and development from different
sections of plans where hazard mitigation is not currently addressed and allows the practitioner
to propose updates to these policies to include mitigation and resilience measures.

Conclusion
Wisconsin coastal communities are increasingly addressing coastal hazards in their
comprehensive plans and hazard mitigation plans. The review of these plans identified best
practices used by these communities and areas where communities can improve their plan
policies. Identified areas for improvement in the review include the inclusion of
implementation actions and strategies in comprehensive plans to reduce vulnerability over the
lifespan of the plan, linking hazard mitigation to several different sections of the comprehensive
plan, and increasing the integration of hazard mitigation plans and comprehensive plans and the
planning processes. Practitioners can use the Plan Integration for Resilience Scorecard to
evaluate better how an individual community’s network of plans integrates and address
vulnerability to coastal hazards. The use of the PIRS for the Green Bay case study effectively
allowed for a detailed analysis of how policies affect vulnerability and the level of integration
within the network of plans. Great Lakes coastal communities should utilize the PIRS to
understand better how their plan policies affect community vulnerability and provide a
knowledge base to adjust and implement policies that better address hazard mitigation.
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Appendices
Appendix A. Plans Analyzed in Coastal Plan Update
Comprehensive Plans
Jurisdiction
City of Algoma
City of Ashland
City of Bayfield
City of Cudahy
City of Kewaunee
City of Oak Creek
City of South Milwaukee
City of St. Francis
City of Sturgeon Bay
Ashland County
Brown County
Door County
Kewaunee County
Manitowoc County
Village of Cleveland
Village of Egg Harbor
Village of Fox Point
Village of Suamico
Village of Whitefish Bay
Bay Lake Regional Plan

Link
https://www.algomacity.org/government/comprehensive_plan.php
http://www.coawi.org/167/Comprehensive-Plan-Update
http://www.cityofbayfield.com/2019--2029-comprehensive-plan.html
https://www.cudahy-wi.gov/departments/economic_development/plans,_programs,_initiative/2020_comprehensive_plan.php
http://www.cityofkewaunee.org/integrated-plan.html

Draft Plan (Public Comment Period) http://www.hlplanning.com/portals/oakcreek/documents/
https://smfdwi.org/172/Comprehensive-Plan
https://stfranciswi.org/compplan
https://www.sturgeonbaywi.org/departments/community_development/index.php#outer-74
https://ashland.extension.wisc.edu/ashland-county-community-development/comprehensive-plan/
http://www.public.applications.co.brown.wi.us/Plan/PlanningFolder/ComprehensivePlans/Brown%20County%20Comprehensive%20Plan%2010_04%20Amendment1a.pdf
https://www.co.door.wi.gov/492/Planning
https://baylakerpc.org/application/files/8215/2892/2929/kewaunee_county_comp_plan_farm_preservation_plan_full_document-_01182017.pdf
https://drive.google.com/file/d/17onfYzG1TN8VZyTumP8FO2zVOpOI4rfd/view
http://www.clevelandwi.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/Cleveland-Comp-Plan-2019-FINAL.pdf
https://www.villageofeggharbor.org/vertical/sites/%7B569578EA-93E6-481F-B733-DF3296C08FEE%7D/uploads/EH_FinalPlan_FINAL_12720_forposting.pdf
https://www.villageoffoxpoint.com/314/Comprehensive-Plan-Information
https://www.suamico.org/government/comprehensive_plan/index.php#outer-45
http://www.wfbvillage.org/244/Comprehensive-Plan
http://www.baylakerpc.org/media/51730/bay-lake%20regional%202030%20comprehensive%20plan%20%28full%20doc%29.pdf

Year
2017
2015
2019
2020
2019
2019
2016
2016
2020
2016
2019
2015
2017
2020
2020
2020
2021
2014
2019
2017

County
Kewaunee
Ashland
Bayfield
Milwaukee
Kewaunee
Milwaukee
Milwaukee
Milwaukee
Door
Ashland
Brown
Door
Kewaunee
Manitowoc
Manitowoc
Door
Milwaukee
Brown
Milwaukee
N/A

RPC
BLRPC
NWRPC
NWRPC
SEWRPC
BLRPC
SEWRPC
SEWRPC
SEWRPC
BLRPC
NWRPC
BLRPC
BLRPC
BLRPC
BLRPC
BLRPC
BLRPC
SEWRPC
BLRPC
SEWRPC
N/A

Authorship
Vierbicher (consultant)
CZB (consultant)
Nan Fey (consultant)
Vandewalle & Associates (consultant)
BLRPC
Houseal Lavigne Associates (consultant)
Graef (consultant)
Graef (consultant)
Vandewalle & Associates (consultant)
UW-Extension
Brown County Planning Commission (in-house)
Door County Planning Department (in-house)
BLRPC
BLRPC
BLRPC
Civic 4 (consultant)
Vierbicher (consultant)
Brown County Planning Commission
Graef (consultant)
BLRPC

RPC = Regional Planning Commission
BLRPC = Bay-Lake Regional Planning Commission
NWRPC = Northwest Regional Planning Commission
SEWRPC = Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission

22

Hazard Mitigation Plans
Jurisidiction
City of Superior
City of Milwaukee
Bayfield County
Brown County
Door County
Douglas County
Iron County
Kenosha County
Kewaunee County
Manitowoc County
Marinette County
Milwaukee County
Oconto County
Ozaukee County
Racine County
Sheboygan County

Link

Year

2020
http://www.ci.superior.wi.us/589/Hazard-Mitigation
https://www.sewrpc.org/SEWRPCFiles/Publications/CAPR/capr-282-3rd-edition-city-of-milwaukee-all-hazards-mitigation-plan.pdf2019
2019
http://www.nwrpc.com/DocumentCenter/View/1497/Bayfield-County-Hazard-Mitigation-Plan-Draft
2020
https://www.browncountywi.gov/departments/planning-and-land-services/planning/brown-county-plans/
2016
https://www.co.door.wi.gov/1026/Hazard-Mitigation-Plan
2016
https://www.douglascountywi.org/974/County-Wide-Plans
http://www.nwrpc.com/935/Iron-County-Hazard-Mitigation-Plan-Updat
2018
2017
https://www.sewrpc.org/SEWRPCFiles/Publications/CAPR/capr-278-3rd-ed-kenosha-co-hazard-mitigation-plan-update.pdf
2020
http://cherrylan.kewauneeco.org/FTP/eoc/HazMitPlan2019v3.pdf
2020
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1yE2nMVl3s40ui3sVuoxU0xACDBdi0sfk/view
2020
https://www.marinettecounty.com/i_marinette/d/Emergency_Management/mitigation/05-29-20_final_hm_plan_2020-25.pdf
2017
https://county.milwaukee.gov/files/county/emergency-management/Admin/MCHazMitPlan2016-17newestforwebsite.pdf
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1RbQ4BH5Dm8Hs-UJ1-_P0L3BuaCBeOr0Y/view
2021
https://www.sewrpc.org/SEWRPCFiles/Publications/CAPR/CAPR-332OzaukeeCountyHMPU.pdf
2020
https://www.sewrpc.org/SEWRPCFiles/Publications/CAPR/capr-266-racine-county-hazard-mitigation-plan-update-3rd-ed.pdf
2017
https://www.sheboygancounty.com/home/showpublisheddocument?id=12005
2019

County
Douglas
Milwaukee
Bayfield
Brown
Door
Douglas
Iron
Kenosha
Kewaunee
Manitowoc
Marinette
Milwaukee
Oconto
Ozaukee
Racine
Sheboygan

RPC

Authorship

NWRPC City of Superior Public Works Department (in-house)
SEWRPC
SEWRPC
NWRPC
NWRPC
BLRPC
Brown County Planning Commission (in-house)
BLRPC
Door County Planning Deparment (in-house)
NWRPC
NWRPC
NWRPC
NWRPC
SEWRPC
SEWRPC
BLRPC
Eptec Inc. (consultant)
BLRPC
BLRPC
BLRPC
BLRPC
SEWRPC Milwaukee Office of Emergency Management (in-house)
BLRPC
BLRPC
SEWRPC
SEWRPC
SEWRPC
SEWRPC
BLRPC
BLRPC

RPC = Regional Planning Commission
BLRPC = Bay-Lake Regional Planning Commission
NWRPC = Northwest Regional Planning Commission
SEWRPC = Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission
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Appendix B. Plan Integration for Resilience Scorecard (PIRS) Results
PIRS District Results by Plan
City Comprehensive Plan (2003)

County All-Hazard Mitigation Plan (2020)

City Park, Recreation, Open Space Plan (2020)

County Waterfront Development Plan (2011)

District

100-Year Floodplain

500-Year Floodplain

100-Year Floodplain

500-Year Floodplain

100-Year Floodplain

500-Year Floodplain

100-Year Floodplain

500-Year Floodplain

District 1

+14

+12

+6

+5

+2

+2

0

0

District 2

+13

+12

+6

+5

+3

+2

0

0

District 3

+8

0

+6

0

+2

0

-6

0

Downtown

+4

0

+8

0

+4

0

0

0

District 4

+9

+11

+12

+9

+7

+3

0

0

District 5

+18

+17

+12

+9

+4

+3

0

0

District 6

+18

0

+7

0

+3

0

0

0

Total

+84

+52

+57

+28

+25

+10

-6

0
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PIRS Results by Land Use Tool Identified
Policy Category
Development Regulations

Land Acquisition

Financial Incentives &
Penalties

Land Use Analysis &
Permitting Process

Capital Improvements

Total Score

100-Year Floodplain

+16

+17

+7

+5

+39

+84

500-Year Floodplain

+16

+8

+4

+4

+20

+52

100-Year Floodplain

+14

+2

0

+7

+34

+57

500-Year Floodplain

+4

+2

0

+4

+18

+28

100-Year Floodplain

0

+6

0

0

+19

+25

500-Year Floodplain

0

+2

0

0

+8

+10

100-Year Floodplain

-10

-2

0

0

+6

-6

500-Year Floodplain

0

0

0

0

0

0

Comprehensive Plan

Hazard Mitigation Plan

Park, Recreation, and
Open Space Plan

Waterfront Development Plan

Development Regulations - Permitted Land Use, Density of Land Use, Subdivision Regulations, Zoning Overlays, Setbacks/Buffer
Zones, Cluster Development
Land Acquisition - Acquire Land & Property, Open Space or Easement Requirement/Purchase
Financial Incentives & Penalties - Density Bonuses, Tax Abatement, Impact/Special Study/Protection Fees
Land Use Analysis & Permitting Process - Land Suitability, Site Review, Design/Construction Guidelines/Requirements
Capital Improvements - Infrastructure “Hardening” or Weather Proofing, Elevating, Drainage Improvements/Flood Control,
Ecosystem Enhancement, Slope/Dune Stabiliation.
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